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In order to serve the American public, the Federal Communications Commission, as an 
institution, must be efficient, effective, and responsive. The challenges of reaching these goals at 
the Commission are complicated by the sweeping, fast-paced changes that characterize the 
industries that we regulate. Indeed, the Commission is experiencing a challenge it has never 
faced: each industry segment in our portfolio is in the midst of revolution, and is attempting to 
adapt to the most fundamental changes in their history. Moreover, the changes are blurring the 
lines that once separated these industry groupings. There are new markets, new competitors, and 
new regulatory challenges. 

For this agency to fulfill its congressional charge, indeed to remain relevant at all, it must 
write and execute a new business plan built along four dimensions: (1) a clear substantive policy 
vision, consistent with the various communications statutes and rules, that guides our 
deliberations; (2) a pointed emphasis on management that builds a strong team, produces a 
cohesive and efficient operation, and leads to clear and timely decisions; (3) an extensive 
training and development program to ensure that we possess independent technical and economic 
expertise; and (4) organizational restructuring to align our institution with the realities of a 
dynamic and converging marketplace. 

My goal is to improve the agency on all these dimensions. To that end, I intend to seek 
the opinions and thoughts from a wide range of participants, including this Subcommittee and 
other Members of Congress and their staffs, as well as the businesses that come before the 
Commission. And, I want to hear from the Commission’s employees. They often know best 
how we should change and what tools they need to do their jobs. I want to gather opinions and 
ideas, but be swift to make changes. It is our goal to fully complete many of these changes this 
year. 

Finally, I will be huning to this Subcommittee and Congress for assistance. With regard 
to the organizational restructuring that is likely to be necessary, I hope you will concur in those 
changes. Most critically, I look to Congress to support the Commission’s budgetary needs and 
objectives. 

I cannot predict the future, nor can anyone else at the Commission. When faced with 
&ore challenges that are uncertain, the best approach is to build a first-class operation, with top 
talent, that is trained and disciplined enough to adapt quickly to new and changing situations. I 
hope to build, along with my colleagues and the outstanding FCC staff, just such a unit-one 
well suited to an uncertain future. 



Good morning, Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members of the House 
Subcommittee on Telecommunications and the Internet. Thank you for inviting me here to 
discuss the Federal Communications Commission’s agenda for 200 1 and the agency’s reform 
effort. 

I am honored and humbled to lead the Commission at this time of unbelievable change in 
the communications industry. I believe a critical part of my job is to be a leader and steward of 
the agency, and I take this responsibility very seriously. In order to serve the American public, 
the FCC, as an institution, must be efficient, effective, and responsive. The challenges of 
reaching these goals at the Commission are complicated by the sweeping, fast-paced changes 
that characterize the industries that we regulate. Indeed, the Commission is experiencing a 
challenge it has never faced: each industry segment in our portfolio is in the midst of revolution, 
and is attempting to adapt to the most fundamental changes in their histow-for example, 
competition and deregulation in telephones, DTV transition in television, modem and interactive 
services in cable, wireless Internet and digital services, consumer accessible satellite service, 
broadband everywhere, and on and on. Moreover, the changes are blurring the limes that once 
separated these industry groupings. There are new markets, new competitors, and new 
regulatory challenges. The game has become three-dimensional chess, where each board is 
spinning. 

These winds of profound and dynamic change, unleashed in part by the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, have buffeted the Commission and blown it into a position 
where its decisions have far-reaching impact on the firture of communications, not only in the 
United States but throughout the world. We have come a long way from an agency where the 
principal focus was the assignment of radio licenses, and its principal activity was conducting 
lengthy comparative hearings to assign those licenses. This new environment is no longer linear, 
but chaotic and dynamic. For this agency to fulfill its congressional charge, indeed to remain 
relevant at all, it must put together a new business model and build the type of team that can 
execute it effectively. That is what we intend to do. 

FCC Reform: The New Business Plan 
I conceive of FCC reform as a comprehensive retooling and redirection of the 

Commission’s entire mission. Our approach is to write and execute a new business plan built 
along four dimensions: (1) a clear substantive policy vision, consistent with the various 
communications statutes and rules, that guides our deliberations; (2) a pointed emphasis on 
management that builds a strong team, produces a cohesive and efficient operation, and leads to 
clear and timely decisions; (3) an extensive training and development program to ensure that we 
possess independent technical and economic expertise; and (4) organizational restructuring to 
align our institution with the realities of a dynamic and converging marketplace. 

1. Substantive Vision 
The industry, the capital markets, and the government find themselves navigating 

between the matured, legacy communications system and the nascent innovation-driven Internet 
space of the future. The legacy world to our back is a proud one. This nation built the fmest 
voice communication system in the world, as well as top-notch mass media delivery systems in 
the form of radio, television, and cable. These systems have reached maturity though: that is, 
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we understand the basic technology and architecture; we largely understand the cost 
characteristics; and, we understand what the consumer wants and what the product is. And, 
government regulation and policy had coalesced around these understandings, principally in the 
form of regulated monopoly and oligopoly. 

We now are looking up at a cresting wave of change that we are much less sure of how to 
navigate. The digital broadband world is in its infancy, and its qualities and characteristics are 
much less clear. The new advanced architectures and technologies are just beginning to be 
understood and deployed, with no clear winning technology or industry. The cost characteristics 
may differ substantially from those of traditional networks to which we are accustomed. 
Broadband Internet products are still being developed and we all wait to see what service 
offerings consumers will and will not embrace. It is a world of dynamic and chaotic 
experimentation in which any prediction of how it hum out is foolhardy. 

I believe government policy needs to migrate steadily toward the digital broadband 
futme, but remain humble about what it does not understand and cannot predict. I submit that 
this digital broadband migration should be built around incubation, innovation and investment. 
At the Commission, our policy direction will focus on tbis migration and will have several 
directional guideposts: 

9 We will do everything we can to facilitate the timely and efficient deployment of 
broadband infrastructure. In doing so, we will endeavor to promote the growth of a 
wide variety of technologies that can compete with each other for the delivery of 
contknt and will strive not to favor--or uniquely burde-any particular one. 

1 We will pursue the worthy universal service goals of ubiquity and affordability as 
new networks are deployed, but will challenge ourselves to do so in creative ways. 

. We will redirect our focus onto innovation and investment. The conditions for 
experimentation and change and the flow of money to support new ventures have 
often been misunderstood or neglected. If the infrastructure is never invented, is 
never deployed, or lacks economic viability we wilI not see even a glimmer of the 
bright future we envision. 

- We will harness competition and market forces to drive efficient change and resist the 
temptation, as regulators, to meld markets in our image or the image of any particular 
industry player. 

. We will rationalize and harmonize regulations across industry segments wherever we 
can and wherever the statute will allow. 

. We will validate regulations that constrain market activity that are necessary to 
protect consumers, or we will eliminate them. 

9 We will be skeptical of regulatory intervention absent evidence of persistent trends or 
clear abuse, but we will be vigilant in monitoring the evolution of these nascent 
markets. 
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= We will shit? from constantly expanding the bevy of permissive regulations to strong 
and effective enforcement of truly necessary ones. We will need Congress’ help to 
put real teeth into our enforcement efforts. 

2. Ooerations and Management 
All the vision in the world is useless if you do not build and manage an institution that 

can execute it. We intend to actively manage the agency. Indecision and avoidance are not 
legitimate policies and, thus, we will strive to reduce backlogs and put systems in place that will 
prevent them from returning. Managers will be measured, in part, on this basis. 

The Commission will develop an annual strategic planning process that will be integrated 
with the federal budget cycle and the review of our performance as an institution and as 
individuals. We are working to establish uniform measures of productivity across the agency to 
facilitate this activity. 

The Commission is developing a set of internal procedures that will allow it to function 
more smoothly. These procedures will cover subjects such as Commission deliberation, voting 
procedures and internal document security. 

The Commission should continue to modernize its information technology infrastructure 
to ensure productivity gains. We must strive to be a virtoal agency--one in which someone in 
Connecticut is able to access us as easily and readily as someone on Connecticut Avenue. We 
are working to make this goal a reality through increased electronic access capability. We are 
engaged in a time-consuming and expensive project, but one that is critical to our ability to 
remain relevant in this new millennium We must continue with due speed to use the advances 
of technology to our advantage. 

We have 18 major information technology systems that incorporate electronic filing or 
offer public access to data. The industry can file most license requests, equipment 
authorizations, and comments electronically. Seventy-two percent of our services have 
electronic filing capability, but I want to do better. We administered well over three million 
licenses last year, so it is critical that we are efficient in this area. It is also important that 
citizens all over America have the ability to contact us easily and from anywhere. Currently, 
they are able to do so electronically, by phone or the old fashioned way-by letter. Last year, we 
received well over one million inquiries from consumers. The public must be an active voice in 
the communications transformation, for they are the ultimate beneficiaries of the abundant 
choices resulting from full and fierce competition. 

We are also overlaying this virtoal agency concept to the benefit of FCC staff through an 
expansive telecommuting program, which is open to all eligible employees. Vtially 100 
percent of the Commission’s employees are eligible for the telecommuting program. 
Approximately 400 of our eligible employees, about 20 percent, have chosen to telecommute on 
either a regular or ad hoc basis. Fewer than one percent of those who wanted to telecommute 
have been turned down based on the Commission’s criteria. 
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3. Technical and Economic Exuertise 
The communications revolution is being driven by advances in technology. The 

Commission must have a strong fluency in technology. We cannot depend on those we regulate 
for on-the-job tutorials while we make decisions. This situation is grave. Over the last six years, 
our engineering staff has decreased by more than 20 percent. Within the next four years, 40 
percent of our engineering staff will be eligible to retire. Conversely, we are not replenishing the 
coffers at the other end by bringing in new employees. We, like other governmental departments 
and agencies, are competing for this talent in a tight labor market and are challenged to convince 
talent to enter government service. This has been most apparent trying to recruit entry level 
engineers at the GS-5 and GS-7 levels. 

To address this situation the Commission is developing an agency-wide “Excellence in 
Engineering” program. We will examine creative ways to gain greater personnel and pay 
flexibility to attract technical talent. Increased salaried alone, however, will not do the trick, nor 
is it the sole motivator for anyone entering government service. We will look at ways to ensure 
technical workers are able to continue to develop in their field, through strong training and 
development programs and job rotation. Our laboratory facilities in Columbia, Maryland, need 
to be upgraded to provide engineers with the tools to engage in critical and challenging work. 
Improvement in this area will be difficult to achieve, but we consider it imperative to our efforts 
to improve our workforce. 

It also is vital that we train our non-engineering staff in the areas of engineering and 
advanced technology. We already have begun to develop an FCC “university” of sorts using our 
own staff and guest lecturers, and taking advantage of various programs currently available 
through the government and local academic institutions. We can use this Washington, D.C. 
location to our advantage and tap into industry and academia. We can use local scholars and 
have them participate in an educational curriculum, to provide lectures, to provide classroom 
instmction, to provide counsel and advice. We need to take better advantage of our access to 
talent and knowledge. 

I am putting similar emphasis on economics and market analysis. These tools are 
essential to our agency’s mission. We have the opportunity to take advantage of both internal 
resources, visiting experts, and outside educational programs to help not only our economists 
improve their skills but to help all the FCC’s employees understand better the impact of our rules 
on technological innovations, and competitive markets. 

4. m 
In addition to examining our systems and procedures, we need to look at the 

organizational structure of the agency. Communications policy has been written in carefully 
confined buckets premised on certain types of technology. The FCC’s organizational structure 
largely mirrors that premise. But the convergence of technology tears down those traditional 
distinctions and makes it evermore difficult to apply those labels to modem communications 
providers. In the same way, it makes it more important than ever for us to examine whether 
those organizational buckets still hold water. 
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About a year ago, we began breaking down the technology-based divisions with the 
creation of the Enforcement Bureau and the Consumer Information Bureau. With those 
reorganizations, we created two bureaus aligned along functional responsibility We created the 
Enforcement Bureau to improve the effectiveness of our enforcement activities in an increasingly 
competitive and converging market. We created the Consumer Information Bureau to enhance 
consumers’ ability to obtain quick, clear and consistent information about communications 
regulations and programs. These changes have proven to be quite beneficial. As the industry 
moves toward fuller competition, the missions of these bureaus become even more critical. For 
consumers to take 111 advantage of the choices that competition brings, it is important that they 
have access to information that allows them to make an informed choice. Their ability to easily 
and quickly convey to us instances where the markets are not providing useful information to 
consumers in a particular circumstance or with a particular business is OUI early warning system 
for market failure or malfeasance on the part of industry players, While the consolidation of 
these functions is almost complete, there are some additional functions that are transferable into 
or out of those two bureaus. 

We have undertaken a structural reorganization project that builds on some of the initial 
efforts of my predecessor, Chairman William E. Kennard. Our efforts will be guided by a few 
key objectives: (1) a fnnctional organization designed along market lines, rather than technical 
ones; (2) a flatter substantive bureau structure; and (3) greater consolidation of key support 
functions. 

Our program will proceed in phases. We have begun by systematically taking account of 
the agency’s activities and functions to see what is working well and what is not. From that 
review we will produce a Phase I, short term, restructuring plan and a Phase II, longer range 
plan. The Phase II plan will consider what wholesale change is necessary and whether it is 
timely to move away even more from technology-based buckets. The question has been asked 
whether the Commission should be aligned along functional lines-e.g., enforcement, consumer 
information, spectrum management, licensing and competition-given increased convergence in 
the industry. This question deserves to be asked and answered. But fust, we must seek 
additional and substantial information, and be completely satisfied that it is the right thing to do, 
before we move to rearrange substantially the organizational structure of the agency. 

My goal is to improve the agency on all these fronts. An informed decision, however, is 
better than one based merely on supposition. I intend to seek the opinions and thoughts from a 
wide range of participants as we proceed down the path of reform. First, I look forward to 
working closely with this Subcommittee and other Members of Congress and their staffs. 
Second, I intend to hold forums to allow those that do business before us let us know how we can 
improve our processes and procedures. Third, I want to hear from the Commission’s employees. 
They often know best how we should change and what tools they need to do their jobs. I want to 
gather opinions and ideas, but be swifl to make changes, It is our goal to fully complete many of 
these changes this year. 

1 will be turning to you for assistance. With regard to the organizational restructuring 
that is likely to be necessary, I hope you will concur in those changes, Most critically, I look to 
Congress to support the Commission’s budgetary needs and objectives. Please keep in mind that 
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we are largely a fee-based agency, where those who come before us pay for the services we 
render in the form of licensing and regulatory fees. We need to have the staff and other 
resources to provide those services efficiently, knowledgeably and decisively. Finally, I will 
look to this Subcommittee and Congress to help us expand our authority where necessary to 
bring about competition and to more effectively enforce our rules. For example, the authority 
given to us in Section 10 of the Communications Act to forbear from regulating when certain 
conditions are present has been quite helpful. I would like to be able to use that ability even 
more and would welcome the opportunity to work with you to explore whether that is feasible. 
Additionally, we need tougher penalties and longer statute of limitation periods if enforcement is 
to be more effective. 

Conclusion 
I cannot predict the future, nor can anyone else at the Commission. When faced with 

future challenges that are uncertain, the best approach is to build a fast-class operation, with top 
talent, that is trained and disciplined enough to adapt quickly to new and changing situations. No 
army, for example, can know in advance what it will tind when it engages on the battlefield. The 
fog and terror of war never afford the luxury of predictability. The key to success is to have a 
force that is well-trained in tactics, strategy and the weapons it will need. A force that is 
disciplined and able to adjust quickly and adapt to fluid conditions-threats and opportunities 
both will present themselves through the haze. I hope to build, along with my colleagues and the 
outstanding FCC staff, just such a unit-one well suited to an uncertain future. 

Thank you. I would be happy to answer any questions this Subcommittee may have. 
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Cable Giants Block Rival Ads In Battle for Internet Customers 

By SETH SCHIESEL 

As the battle to provide high-speed Internet service heats up, the cable television giants are increasingly 
using a defensive tactic: refusing to sell advertising time to phone companies to promote D.S.L., an 
advanced telephone network technology that competes with cable modems. 

From big markets like New York City, where Time Warner Cable has refused D.S.L. advertisements by 
the telephone company, Verizon Communications, to small towns like Newtown, Corm., cable 
companies are saying “thanks, but no thanks” as phone companies try to buy local advertising time to 
promote their high-speed service. D.S.L. -- or digital subscriber line service -- can deliver torrents of 
Internet data over normal phone lines. 

No laws or regulations appear to bar cable companies from blocking advertisements from competitors. 
But combined with the cable carriers’ strong market power, the advertising bans are raising concerns 
from some consumer advocates. 

While magazines, newspapers and other media outlets routinely decline to sell advertising space to 
competitors, magazines and newspapers do not generally operate under government-granted franchises. 
As a result of those franchise privileges, most of the nation’s households have only one choice for a 
cable television provider. 

“This is blatantly anti-competitive behavior from companies that have been given preferential treatment 
by policy makers,” said Gene Kimmelman, co-director of the Washington office of Consumers Union. 
“They have been given the right to control virtually all content on their cable systems, and they’re 
misusing that power in an effort to undermine competition for new high-speed Internet services.” 

The telephone companies say that local cable advertising, from the standpoint of price and the audience 
reached, could be one of the most effective ways to promote D.S.L. to the relatively young, technically 
adept and affluent consumers most likely to sign up for high-speed Internet access. Viewers of ESPN’s 
sports programming might be hot prospects, for example -- but only local market by local market. 
Verizon sells D.S.L. service only in scattered areas around the country, and so may want to take out ads 
on ESPN on the local cable systems in markets where it offers D.S.L. -- not on the national ESPN 
network itself. 

Local television broadcast stations provide a possible alternative, especially since broadcast stations 
have no competitive reasons to refuse the D.S.L. ads. But broadcast ads tend to reach a more diffuse 
mass audience with potentially less appeal to the D.S.L. marketers. 
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“If you look at the 18-to-25-year-old segment, they are not spending a lot of time watching the major 
broadcast networks,” said Jason B. Few, vice president for marketing for the Internet operation at SBC 
Communications Inc., one of the nation’s largest telephone companies. “They have found other 
entertainment that they like on cable and that is an advertising medium that has been largely foreclosed 
to us.I’ 

Mr. Kimmelman of Consumers Union said his group intended to ask the Federal Trade Commission to 
investigate the issue soon. The F.T.C. declined to comment. 

Although the market for residential high-speed Internet connections remains in its infancy, cable 
modems already hold a better than two-to-one lead over D.S.L. At the end of March, about 4.7 million 
homes used cable modems, compared with 2.2 million households with D.S.L. lines, according to the 
Yankee Group, a research and consulting firm in Boston. Fewer than 100,000 homes received high- 
speed, or broadband, connections from satellite providers. 

The communications industry is always complicated, and there are many reasons cable modems have 
emerged as the most popular choice for broadband Internet service. Among them are the fact that cable 
modems are often faster and more reliable than D.S.L. and that cable companies took an early lead in 
deploying the equipment required to deliver Internet data at high speeds. 

But as the big phone companies try to catch up, some of them are finding it more difficult to reach 
consumers than they may have expected. 

“We’ve been forbidden, if you will, from being able to advertise D.S.L. on the cable networks as a 
competitive service to cable modems,” said Mr. Few of SBC Communications, the company that so far 
has been most vocal on the issue. SBC is the local phone giant that does business in various parts of the 
country as Ameritech, Pacific Bell and Southwestern Bell. 

SBC says that in the Southern California corridor between Los Angeles and San Diego, the company’s 
D.S.L. advertisements have been refused by Cox Cable, Daniels Cablevision and Time Warner Cable. 
In Texas, SBC says the advertisements have been refused by Time Warner in Austin, Houston and San 
Antonio, where SBC is based. And besides being turned down by Charter Communications in 
Newtown, SBC, which owns Southern New England Telecommunications, has been refused by 
Comcast in Danbury, Conn. 

And SBC says that on Tuesday, AT&T informed the company that it would not accept any D.S.L. 
advertisements in Chicago -- although AT&T has subsequently indicated that it might change its 
position, an SBC spokesman said. AT&T, the nation’s largest cable company and long-distance carrier, 
has relatively small local telephone operations. 

Verizon, the phone giant operating primarily in the Northeast but in many other parts of the country, 
too, said that in addition to Time Warner’s refusal to run Verizon’s D.S.L. advertisements in New York 
City, Comcast had refused such advertisements in Philadelphia, New Jersey and the Washington area. A 
Verizon spokesman did note that Comcast cable systems in Baltimore had accepted the advertisements 
and that AT&T had accepted them in Dallas. 

The cable companies defend their decisions. 

“We don’t have any formal written company policy that says we won’t accept D.S.L. advertising,” said 
Amy Cohn, a spokeswoman for Cox, which had almost 600,000 cable modem subscribers at the end of 
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March. “But typically, we do not accept D.S.L. advertising because it is within our right to decide what 
advertising to carry on our cable networks.” 

A spokeswoman for Comcast declined to comment. 

Lynn Yaeger, a spokeswoman for AOL Time Warner’s cable operation, said, “the decision to accept or 
reject any request for advertising is made market by market for our company.” A spokesman for 
AT&T’s cable operation, the nation’s biggest, also said that such decisions were made by local 
managers. 

Anita Lamont, a spokeswoman for Charter Communications, the large cable operator based in St. 
Louis, said: “Charter doesn’t have a formal corporate policy but in the case of the Newtown system, 
they felt very strongly, and were supported, in saying that this is the most direct competition to one of 
their core products and it would be cutting off their nose to spite their face to run it. So they chose not 
to.” 

BellSouth, the big local phone company in the Southeast, has not tried to advertise D.S.L. over local 
cable systems, according to a spokesman, instead preferring direct-mail solicitations and telemarketing. 

A spokesman for Qwest Communications, the fourth of the big local phone carriers, said that Cox had 
refused D.S.L. advertisements in Phoenix but that AT&T allowed them in Denver, where Qwest is 
based. 

For Dan Novak, vice president for programming and communications for Cox’s San Diego operation, it 
is a matter of principle: “We routinely have taken the position of not taking advertising from our direct 
competitors. It’s within our First Amendment rights. There are lots of other media outlets where they 
can advertise.” 

Organizations mentioned in this article: 
Time Warner Cable; Verizon Communications 

Related Terms: 
Computers and the Internet; Telephones and Telecommunications; Advertising; Consumer Protection 

You may print this article now, or save it on your computer for future reference. Instructions for sav&g 
this article on your computer are also available. 
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COMCAST PRESIDENT BRIAN L. ROBERTS ADDRESSES ECONOMIC CLUB OF 
WASHINGTON 

Print this Press Release 

Wednesday, January 24,200l 

Washington, D.C - In an evening address to the Economic Club of Washington, D.C., Comcast 
Corporation President Brian L. Roberts shared his vision of the continuing evolution of broadband 
communications and called on federal policy makers to “stay the course for success - stay focused on 
removing barriers to true, facilities-based competition and reducing regulation of competitors.” 

Roberts pointed to Comcast’s leadership role in introducing digital cable and Comcast@Home high- 
speed Internet service. Comcast completed the year 2000 with over 1.35 million digital customers and 
over 400,000 cable Internet customers, in excess of company goals. With the completion of a series of 
recent acquisitions, Comcast is the cable provider for about 80 percent of homes in the Washington TV 
market. 

“We are new to the Washington area,” Roberts said, “and we are committed to bring a new level of 
service and satisfaction to cable customers in this region.” 

Roberts highlighted Comcast’s investments in next-generation cable systems in greater Washington, 
totaling in excess of $250 million. He demonstrated new services that customers can expect as a result of 
these upgrades, including digital cable with nearly 250 channels of crystal-clear pictures; the 
Comcast@Home high-speed Internet service; video-on-demand, which the company will begin to 
deploy in select markets during 2001; and other products. 

Roberts attributed the recent growth and success of Comcast and the cable industry to the bipartisan 
1996 Telecommunications Act. The Act established a federal policy of removing barriers to competition 
accompanied by deregulation of increasingly competitive markets. “This policy has really worked, 
especially in the video and broadband markets,” Roberts said. 

However, Roberts pointed to disturbing signs that there will be efforts to undercut these successful 
policies. “We are hearing more and more talk of ‘regulatory parity’ from some quarters,” Roberts said, 
“What we should be talking about is ‘deregulatory parity. 

“The right approach is to find ways to deregulate established players, like the telephone companies, as 
they invest in new competitive markets like broadband, being careful not to do so in ways that entrench 
their dominance in local telephone service,” Roberts said. 

“The wrong approach is to ‘level the playing field’ by forcing new competitors like cable, satellite and 
wireless into regulatory modes designed for old-style monopolies. This would be certain to stifle 
competition and investment by cable and others, and will only help those who really don’t want to invest 
and compete.” 

Roberts promised that Comcast would be “a good and active corporate citizen” in the Washington area. 
He pointed to the company’s commitment to high-quality local video programming and its many 
initiatives to use cable technology to improve education and opportunity for young people. 

Roberts noted that Comcast has already provided free high-speed cable Internet connections to over 
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1,000 schools and libraries, and will ultimately wire 750 more in the Washington area. He also 
announced Comcast’s commitment to train teachers in effective classroom use of the Internet - “one of 
the greatest needs that we have identified” - and said that over 1 ;OOO teachers had already signed up for 
training in Montgomery County alone. 

Roberts said that Comcast is “proud to be your local cable company. We are energized by the challenge 
of making cable in this area the best anywhere. We are pleased to be your corporate neighbor and 
colleague. And, as our company credo says, we hope to be the company that you will turn to first to 
connect with what’s important in your life.” 

About Comcast: 
Comcast Corporation (www.comcast.com) is principally involved in the development, management and 
operation of broadband cable networks, and in the provision of electronic commerce andprogramming 
content. Comcast Cable is the third largest cable company in the United States and, incorporating 
pending cable transactions, will serve more than 8.4 million subscribers. Corncast’s commerce and 
content businesses include majority ownership of QVC, Comcast-Spectator, Comcast SportsNet, and 
The Golf Channel, a controlling interest in E! Entertainment Television, and other programming 
investments. Corncast’s Class A Special and Class A Common Stock are traded on The Nasdaq Stock 
Market under the symbols CMCSK and CMCSA, respectively, 
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